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INTRODUCTION
TO THE INTERIM REPORT

From iraq’s invasion of Kuwait on August 2, 1990, to the Coalition military victory over Iraq
seven months later, the attention of the world focused on the Persian Guif crisis. The armed forces
of the United States, along with the forces of the Coalition of nations that opposed Iraq’s wrongful
aggression, piayed a decisive role in the liberation of Kuwait and the defeat of Iraq. A proper
understanding of the conduct of these military operations — the achievements and the shortcomings
— is an important and continuing task of the Department of Defense as we iook to the future,

Pursuant to Title V of Public Law 102-25, the Department of Defense has prepared this Interim
Report on the Conduct of the Persian Gulf Conflict. This report reflects many of the preliminary
impressions formed by the Department since the cessation of hostilities. However, much of the
technicai information needed for sound analysis is still being coilected. The finai report of the
Commander-in-Chief of Central Command has not yet been completed. Nonetheless, it is possible
to describe some of the key events that occurred in this conflict and to identify preliminarily some
lessons to be leamed. The Department of Defense will continue to study the lessons of the war and
will submit a final Report in accordance with Title V in January 1992.

Saddam Hussein’s invasion of Kuwait on August 2, 1990, sparked the first major international
conflict of the post-Cold War era. Operations Desert Shieid and Desert Storm presented the most
important test of American arms in 25 years. The victory was impressive and important; it will affect
the American military and American security interests in the Middle East and beyond for years to

come.

Our Coalition victory was impressive militarily. Iraq possessed the fourth largest army in the
world, an army hardened in long years of combat against Iran, a war in which Iraq killed hundreds
of thousands of Iranian soldiers in exactly the type of defensive combat it planned to fight in Kuwait.
Saddam’s forces possessed superb artillery, front line T-72 tanks, modern MiG-29 aircraft, bailistic
missiles, biological and chemical weapons and a vast and sophisticated air defense system. Saddam’s
combat engineers, rated among the best in the world, had months to construct their defenses.
Nonetheless, the Coalition routed this force in six weeks with miraculously low casualties among

Coalition forces.

The Coalition dominated every area of warfare. The seas belonged to the Coalition from the start.
Naval units were first on the scene and contributed much of our military presence in the early days
of the defense of Saudi Arabia. The United Nations approved economic sanctions against Iraq to
reduce that country’s access to the wherewithal to make war. Coalition naval units enforced those
sanctions by inspecting ships and, when necessary, diverting them away from Iraq and Jordan. This
maritime interdiction effort formed a core around which the Coalition coalesced in its earliest hours,
signaled its resolve, and helped to deprive Iraq of outside resupply and revenues. The Coalition
controlled the skies from virtuaily the beginning of the air war, freeing our ground and naval units
from air attack. Coalition planes destroyed 41 Iraqi aircraft or helicopters in air-to-air combat without
the loss of a single fighter. Air interdiction crippled Iragi command and control and known
unconventional weapons production, severely degraded the combat effectiveness of Iraqi forces and
paved the way for the final land assauit that swept Iraqi forces from the field in only 100 hours. The
successful daily execution of thousands of multinational air sorties and a complex multinational
ground assault reflected extraordinary international cooperation and technical skill.

American arms played a leading role. American forces led one of the most impressive deployments
of force in history. It was widely recognized that no other nation could marshal so much strategic
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lift. American F-117 Stealth jets and cruise missiles repeatedly struck iraqi command and controi
facilities in Baghdad. Despite sophisticated Iraqi air defenses. not a single F-117 was lost. Iraq lost
3.800 tanks to Coalition fire: the US lost fewer than two dozen. The American armored forces that
took part in the envelopment of Iraq’s elite. specially trained and equipped Republican Guards
traveled 230 miles in 100 hours. one of the fasiest movements of armored forces in the history of

combat,

The military victory reflected strategic insight. Coalition strategy made Saddam Hussein fight our
tvpe of war. We matched Coalition strengths against Iraqi weaknesses. We sapped the will and
strength of his army and then we broke the formations themselves. We defeated his strategy as well
as his forces. We frustrated his efforts to inflict large casualties on Coalition forces or on Saudi and
Israeli civilians, as weil as his attempts to draw Israel into the war.

The war marked the dawn of a new technological era. Precision guided munitions proved
immensely effective. Cruise missiles, antiballistic missile defenses, advanced reconnaissance SYys-
tems and Stealth aircraft were all used successfully for the first time in major combat. Our forces
fought at night on a scale and with an effectiveness unprecedented in the history of warfare. In their
first tests in major combat, F/A-18s and Light Armored Vehicles proved their versatility. High
technology systems, such as the Apache helicopters and M1A1 tanks proved immenselv valuable
and consistent performers in their first real combat test. American technology saved Coalition lives

and contributed greatly to victory.

The Coalition military campaign will be remembered for its effort, within the bounds of war, to
be humane. Coalition airstrikes were designed to be as precise as possible. Coalition pilots took
additional risks and planners spared legitimate military targets to minimize civilian casuaities. Tens
of thousands of Iraqi prisoners of war were cared for and treated with dignity and compassion. The
world wiil not soon forget pictures of Iraqi soldiers kissing their captors’ hands.

Lastly, this victory was neither easy nor certain, although in hindsight it may have come to secm
both. Events would have been very different if Saudi Arabia had not welcomed Coalition forces, or
if Hussein had carried his attack into Saudi Arabia in the last weeks of summer, when Coalition forces
were still only beginning to build. We will not know how different things might have been if the air
attack had been less brilliantly orchestrated, Coalition relations less aptly handled, or if Israel had
retaliated against Iraq’s Scud launchers in western Iraq. Had the Coalition attacked sooner or with
many fewer forces, our casualties might have been higher and the war might have lasted longer.

This war saw bitter fighting. It saw long hours in desert heat, or rainstorms and intense moments
under enemy fire. It was not easy for any American personnel, including the quarter of 2 miilion
reservists whose civilian lives were disrupted, or for the families separated from their loved ones. It
was espectally hard for American prisoners of war, our wounded, and, above all, the Americans who
gave their lives for their country and the families and friends who mourn them.

But this victory was important. It was important for what it signifies for the post-Cold War world.
America demonstrated that it would act to redress a great wrong and to protect its national interests.
America showed it would stand up to a formidable army and to the threat of great casualties. America

-withstood the psychological pressures created by Iraq’s seizure of hostages and threats of chemical
or biological warfare. America played a leadership role that onty America has the ability to exercise
in the post-Cold War worid.

The world responded to this crisis and to American leadership. The Iraqi invasion violated one of
the fundamental tenets underlying the Charter of the United Nations, and the United Nations played
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: a dramatic and historic role in resisting that aggression. The cooperation of all of the permanent
: members of the UN Security Council was essential, and was forthcoming. Many nations participated
in enforcement of the economic sanctions against Iraq. Thirty-six nations. including some former
members of the Warsaw Pact, provided forces to the maritime interdiction effort or for the finai
conflict itself. Others provided equipment or economic assistance to the front line states ar to
Coalition countries. Foreign participation in US costs alone included promised transfers to the US
of over $50 billion, a sum far larger than the defense budget of any country in the world except the
Soviet Union and the United States. This amount covered the vast preponderance of the total
incremental costs the US incurred in the war. These contributions were important both financially
and for what they signified about internationai cohesion and determination.

Had the international community not responded t0 Saddam Hussein’s invasion of Kuwait, the
' world would be a much more dangerous place today, much less friendly to American interests, much
' more threatening to the peoples of the Middle East and bevond. With the seizure of Kuwait, Saddam
Hussein threatened to control or dominate a key region and much of the world’s known oil resources.
His nuclear weapons program and chemical and biological weapons production continued, and it
was clear he would use Kuwait’s wealth to accelerate the acquisition of weapons of mass destruction.
Saddam Hussein’s ballistic missile inventory also threatened to expand in size and qualitv. His army
dwarfed those of the Arabian Peninsuia. He had built and hardened his facilities and infrastructure
for war on a massive scale. His brutality toward Kuwait and his rhetoric toward the rest of the region
showed an immense and restive ambition. He had set a dangerous example of naked aggression that,

unanswered, might have led to more aggression.

Within Iraq, the brutality of the Iraqi regime, which long preceded this war. has unfortunately
survived it. The Coalition had no mandate to end Saddam Hussein’s tyranny over Iraq, but it did have
amandate to prevent him tyrannizing other parts of the Middle East. The world will be a better place
when Saddam Hussein no longer misrules Iraq either.

Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm were also important for what they gave to America.
The war reaffirmed America’s faith in its armed forces. And in some small measure, Desert Storm
also helped to reaffirm America’s faith in itself, in American products, in American performance, in

American purpose and dedication.

T TR - . -

Finally, the war was important for what it tells us about our armed forces, and America’s future
defense needs. On August 2, 1990, the very day Saddam Hussein invaded Iraq, President Bush was
in Aspen, Colorado, presenting for the first time America’s new defense strategy for the nineties and
beyond, a strategy that takes into account the vast changes in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union
and envisions significant reductions in our forces and budgets. A distinguishing feature of this new
strategy — which was developed before the Kuwait crisis even began — is that it focuses more on
regional threats, like the Gulf conflict, and less on global conventional confrontation.

The new strategy and the Gulf war continue to be linked, as we draw on the lessons of the war to
inform our decisions for the future. As we reshape America’s defenses, we need to look at Operations
Desert Shield and Desert Storm for indications of what military capabilities we may need not just in
the next few years, but 10, 20 or 30 years hence. We need to consider why we were successful, what
worked and what did not, and what is important to protect and preserve in our military capability.

As we do so, we must remember that this war, like every other, was unique. We benefitted greatly
from certain of its features — such as the long interval to deploy and prepare our forces — that we
cannot count on in the future. We benefitted from our enemyv’s near-total international isolation and
from our own strong coalition. We received ample support from the nations that hosted our forces

_ Interim Report

- -

3

e




[nterim Report

14

and relied on a well-developed coastal infrastructure that may not be available the next time. And
we fought in a unique desert environment, challenging in many ways, but presenting advantages too.
Enemy forces were fielded targely in terrain ideally suited to armor and air power and largely free
of noncombatant civilians.

We should also remember that much of our military capability was not tested in Operations Desert
Shield and Desert Storm. There was no submarine threat. Ships did not face significant anti-surface
action. We had little fear that our forces sent from Europe or the US would be attacked on their way
to the region. There was no effective attack by aircraft on our troops or our port and support facilities.
Chemical warfare and biological warfare, though threatened, were never employed. American
amphibious capabilities, though highly effective for deterrence and deception, were not tested on a
large scale under fire. Our Army did not have to fight for long. Saddam Hussein’s missiles were
tnaccurate. As such, much of what was tested needs to be viewed in the context of the unique
environment and conflict we are addressing.

Even more important to remember is that potential adversaries will study the tessons of this war
no less diligently than will we. Future adversaries wiil seek to avoid Saddam Hussein's mistakes.
Some potential aggressors may be deterred by the punishment Iraq’s forces suffered. But others might
wonder if the outcome would have been different if [raq had acquired nuclear weapons first. or struck
sooner at Saudi Arabia, or possessed a larger arsenal of more sophisticated ballistic missiles,
including some with nuclear, chemical or biological warheads.

During the war, we learned a lot of specific lessons about svstems that work and some that need
work, about command relations, and about areas of warfare where we need improvement. We found
we did not have enough Heavy Equipment Transports or off-road mobility for logistics support
vehicles. Helicopters and other equipment were maintained only with extra care in the harsh desert
environment. We were not nearly good enough at clearing land and sea mines, especially shallow
water mines. This might have imposed significant additional costs had large scale amphibious
operations been required. We moved quickly to get Global Positioning System receivers more widely
in the field and improvised to improve identification devices for our ground combat vehicies, but
more extensive navigation and identification capabilities are needed. The morale and intentions of
Iraqi forces and leaders were obscure to us. Field commanders wanted more tactical reconnaissance
and imagery. We had difficulty with battle damage assessment and with communications inter-
operability. Tactical bailistic missile defense worked, but imperfectly. Mobile missile hunting was
difficult and costly; we will need to do better. We were ill-prepared at the start for defense against
biological weapons, even though Saddam possessed them. And tragically, despite our best efforts,
there were here, as in any war, civilian casualties and losses to fire from friendly forces. These and
many other specific accomplishments, shortcomings and lessons are discussed in greater depth in

the body of the report.

Among the many lessons we must study from this war, five general lessons stand out:

*® Decisive Presidential leadership set clear goals, gave others confidence in America’s sense
of purpose, and rallied the domestic and international support necessary to reach those goals;

® A revolutionary new generation of high-technology weapons, combined with innovative and
effective doctrine, gave our forces the edge;

¢ The high quality of our military, from its skilled commanders to the kighly ready, well-
trained, brave and disciplined men and women of the US Armed Forces made an extraor-
dinary victory possible;
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® [n a highly uncertain world. sound planning, forces in torward areas. and strategic air and
sea lift are critical for developing the confidence, capabiiities. international cooperation.
and reach needed in times of trouble: and

® Ittakes a long time to build the high-quality forces and systems that gave us success.

President Bush’s early conviction buiit the domestic and internationai consensus that underlay the
Coalition and its eventual victory. The President accepted the enormous personal burdens of
committing our prestige and our forces. and then he helped the nation and world withstand the
pressures of confrontation and war. Many counseled inaction. Many predicted military catastrophe
or tens of thousands of casualties in a desert war far from our shores. Qur enemy seemed impiacable.
He had just inflicted more than half 2 million casuaities in an eight-vear war; he cared little for his
own losses. Some counseled that even if we won. the Arab world would unite against us. But. having
made his dectsions, the President never once hesitated or wavered.

This crisis proved the wisdom of our Founding Fathers. who gave the office of the Presidency the
authority needed to act decisively. When the time came. Congress gave the President the support he
needed to carry his policies through, but those policies could never have been put in place without
his personal strength and the institutional strength of his office.

Two critical moments of Presidential leadership bear particular mention. In the first few days
following the invasion. the President determined that Saddam Hussein’s invasion of Kuwait would
notstand. At the time we could not be sure that King Fahd of Saudi Arabia would invite our assistance
to resist Iraq’s aggression. Without Saudi cooperation. our task would have been much more difficult
and costly. The Saudi decision to do so rested not only on their assessment of the gravity of the
situation, but on their confidence in the President. Without that confidence, the course of history
might have been different. A second critical moment came iast November, when the President decided
to double our forces in the Guif. The President gave the military clear objectives, the tools to do the
job, and the support to carry out their assigned task. Those decisions saved American lives.

While President Bush’s leadership was the central element in the Coalition, the success of
Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm reflect as weil the strength and wisdom of leaders from
many countries. King Fahd and the other leaders of the Gulf states — Bahrain, Qatar, the UAE, and
Oman -~ chose to defy Saddam Hussein when there was only our word to protect them. President
Mubarak of Egypt helped to raily the forces of the Arab League. President Ozal of Turkey chose to
cut off an oil pipeline from iraq and permit Coalition forces to strike Iraq from Turkey, aithough this
would hurt Turkey economicaily and expose it to potential [raqi military action. Iraq attacked with
its Scud missiles, but [srael refused to be provoked into retaliating. Prime Ministers Thatcher and
Major and President Mitterand devoted their efforts and their forces to the Coalition. Germany and
other European nations opened their ports and airfieids and yielded priorities on their railroads to
speed our deployment. Countries from other distant regions, including Africa, East Asia, South Asia,
the Pacific, South America, and, a sign of new times, Eastern Europe chose to make this their fight.
Their commitment made possible the military Coalition and provided essential elements to the

uitimate victory.

A second general lesson of the war is that high technology systems dramatically increased the
effectiveness of our forces. This war was the first to exploit the new technological possibilities of
what has been called the “military-technological revolution.” This technological revolution encom-
passes several broad areas: Stand-off precision weaponry and the sensors and reconnzissance
capabilities to make their targeting effective; stealth for surprise and survivability; and the develop-
ment of missile defenses in response to the expanding proliferation of tactical ballistic missiles and
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weapons of mass destruction. In large part this revolution tracks the development of new technologies
such as the microprocessing of information that has become familiar in our daily lives, sophisticated
sensors, and new materials and designs that substantially reduce radar signatures. The exploitation
of these new technologies wiil change warfare as significantly as did the advent of tanks. airplanes

and atrcraft carriers.

The war tested an entire generation of new weapons at the forefront of this revolution. It
represented the coming of age of precision-guided munitions, which made possible a bombing
campaign that could achieve strategic results in days rather than months or years. and the use of
stealth technology and cruise missiles to achieve strategic surprise and to reduce aircraft losses
dramatically. The war also saw the first combat use of the Patriot (or, indeed, of any weapon) in an
anti-ballistic missile defense role. Battlefield combat systems, like the M1A1 tank, AV-8 jet, and the
Apache helicopter, and critical subsystems, like advanced fire control, global positioning (GPS), and
thermal and night vision devices, gave us maneuverability and reach our opponents could not match.

The war showed that we must work to maintain the tremendous advantages that accrue from being
a generation ahead in weapons technology. A continued and substantial research and development
effort, along with renewed efforts to prevent or at least constrain the spread of advanced technologies,
will be required to maintain this advantage against what potential adversaries will be able to obtain
from the world arms market. In today’s budget debate, we need the high technoiogy advantages
offered to our future forces by the B-2 stealth bomber, the F-22 Steaith fighter, and the anti-bailistic
missile defense program known as Global Protection Against Limited Strikes (GPALS).

The Persian Guif War was not the first in which ballistic missiles were used, and there is no reason
to think that it will be the last. Indeed, ballistic missiles were the only weapon system with which
Saddam Hussein was able to take significant offensive action against US forces and aliies, and the
only one to offer him an opportunity (via the attacks on Israel) to achieve a strategic objective. We
must expect that even more countries will acquire ballistic missiles and will be prepared to use them
in future conflicts. Therefore, our planning calls for 2 more robust defense against ballistic missile
attack. We cannot allow tomorrow’s forces to be defenseless against the more advanced ballistic
missiles that one day soon will be found in a number of third world arsenals, perhaps armed with
unconventional warheads. Patriot missiles cannot handle these advanced threats.

The third general lesson is the importance of high quality forces, both troops and commanders.
Warriors win wars, and smart weapons require smart peopie to operate them. The best technology
in the world cannot win battles. We need highly trained, highly motivated people for our armed forces.
The highiy trained, highly motivated ali-volunteer force we fielded in Operations Desert Shield and
Desert Storm is the highest quality fighting force the world has ever known.

Every aspect of the war — the complexity of the weapons systems used, the speed and intensity
of the operations, the harsh physical environment in which it was fought, the unfamiliar cultural
environment — tested the training, discipline and morale of the members of our Army, Navy, Air
Force, Marines, and Coast Guard. They passed with flying colors. Over 98 percent of our all volunteer
force are high school graduates. They are well trained. When the call came, they proved not just their
skills, but their bravery and dedication. To continue to attract such peopie we must continue to meet
their expectations for topnotch facilities, equipment and training and to provide the quality of life
they and their families deserve. In taking care of them, we protect the single most important strategic
asset of our armed forces.

The units that we deployed to the Gulf contrast meaningfully with the same units a decade ago.
Among our early deployments to Saudi Arabia following King Fahd’s invitation were the F-15 air
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superiority fighters of the 1st Tactical Fighter Wing from Langley Air Force Base in Virginia. Within
53 hours of the order to mave. 45 aircraft were on the ground in Saudi Arabia. Ten vears ago, that
same wing failed its operational readiness exam: only 27 of 72 aircraft were flvable. the rest were
parked for lack of spare parts.

The Ist Infantry Division out of Fort Rilev, Kansas. did a tremendous job in the Gulf. When we
calied upon them to deploy last fall. they were ready to go. But 10 years ago. they only had two-thirds
of the equipment needed 1o equip the division. and haif of that was not ready for combat.

The 3d Armored Division destroyed Iragi Republican Guard formations in southern Iraq with very
low casualties on our side. Many of the soldiers in the division had been to the National Training
Center at Fort Irwin, California, where they practiced armored warfare operations. One sergeant,
who had been there six times, has said that the National Training Center was tougher than anything
they ran into in Iraq. That is the way training is supposed to work.

The war also highlighted the importance and capability of the reserves. The early Operation Desert
Shield deployments would not have been possible without volunteers from the Reserves and National
Guard. The callup of additional reserves under the authority of Title 10 Sec 673b — the first time
that authority has ever been used — was critical to the success of our operations. Reserves served in
combat, combat support and combat service support roles — and they served wetl. However. the use
of reserves was not without some problems. For example, we need to rethink the wisdom of including
reserve brigades in our earliest-deploying divisions. Tested in combat. the Total Force concept
remains an important element of our national defense. Nonetheless, as we reduce our active forces
under the new strategy, we will need to reduce our reserve components as well.

Lastly, our success in the Guif reflected outstanding military leadership, whether at the very top,
like Colin Powell, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, and Norman Schwarzkopf, Commander in Chief of
the forces in Central Command; or at the Component level, like Chuck Homer, who orchestrated the
Coalition’s massive and brilliant air campaign, or Hank Mauz and Stan Arthur, who led the largest
deployment of naval power into combat since WW II; or Corps commanders like Freddie Franks of
VII Corps and Gary Luck of the 18th Airborne Corps, who led the tremendous flanking maneuver
that enveloped Iraq’s Republican Guards, or Walt Boomer of | MEF who led his Marines to the
outskirts of Kuwait City, while continuing to divert Iraqi attention to a possible amphibious attack;
or division commanders like Barry McCaffrey, who led the 24th Mechanized Division on one of the
swiftest armored advances in the history of warfare, or Mike Myatt, who led the 1st Marine Division
in their swift breaching effort through the heavily fortified defenses Iraq had constructed on the

Kuwaiti border.

CINCCENT deftly managed relations with the various forces of the nations of the Coalition. This
was a particularly difficult task, given the number of countries represented, and the large cuitural
differences among thern. The problem was solved by an innovative command arran gement involving
parallel international commands, one, headed by CINCCENT, incorporating the forces from Western
countries, and another, under the Saudi commander, for the forces from Arab and Islamic Coalition
members. The Persian Gulf conflict also represented the first test in a major war of the provisions of
the Goldwater-Nichols Act.

The nature of the combat at the dawn of this military technological revolution also imposed
enormous tasks on the military commanders as they sought to integrate the forces of the different
Services and of the different nations of the Coalition. For example, the air campaign was unprece-
dented in its complexity and speed. Managing the multitude of aircraft, weapons systems, and
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missions involved the daily preparation of a combined Air Tasking Order the size of a telephone
book. Simply to disseminate this Order to all elements of the force took creative efforts.

Finally. the air war, and the rapidity and depth of the ground war posed tremendous challenges in
terms of logistics and command. control and communications (CY). The demand for intelligence
support required not just collection and processing but difficuit cross-service dissemination to the
proper level of command. Our experience emphasizes the importance of advance planning of the
overall “architecture” of the communications and inteiligence (C'I) system.

The fourth generai iesson of the Persian Gulf conflict js the importance in a highly uncertain world
of sound planning, of having forces forward that build trust and experience in cooperative efforts,

and of sufficient strategic lift.

In early 1990, few expected that we would be at war within a vear. Few in early 1989 expected
the dramatic developments that occurred in Eastern Europe in that vear. Looking back over the past
century, enormous strategic changes often arose unexpectedly in the course of a few vears or even
fess. The Persian Gulf conflict reminds us that we cannot be sure when or where the next conflict

will arise.

Advance planning piayed an important role as the Persian Guif conflict unfolded. It was important
in the days immediately following Saddam Hussein’s invasion of Kuwait to have a clear concept of
how we would defend Saudi Arabia and of the forces we wouid need. This was important not just
for our decisionmakers, but for King Fahd and other foreign leaders. who needed to judge our
seriousness of purpose, and for our quick action should there be a decision 10 deploy. Our response
in the crisis was greatly aided because we had planned for such a contingency.

In the fall of 1989 we shifted the focus of planning efforts in Southwest Asia to countering regional
threats 1o the Arabian peninsula. The primary such threat was Iraq. As a result, CENTCOM
prepared a Concept Plan to this effect in the Spring of 1990. The Concept Plan contained both the
overall forces and strategy for a successful defense. This plan was in the final stages of review in
July 1990. In conjunction with the update of his plans, CINCCENT had arranged to conduct a major
exercise, INTERNAL LOOK 90, which began in July. This exercise included wargaming aspects of
the plan for the defense of Southwest Asia. When the decision was made to deploy forces in response
to King Fahd’s invitation, this plan was selected as the best option. It gave CENTCOM a head

start.

Also critical to the success of our efforts were past US experience in the region, and Saudi Arabia’s
airports and coastal infrastructure, which were well-developed to receive a major military deploy-
ment. Each of these, in tumn, reflected a iegacy of past defense planning. Without this legacy of past
cooperation and experience in the region, our forces wouid not have been as ready, and the Saudis
might never have had the confidence in us needed for them to confront Iraq.

A key element of our strategy was to frustrate Saddam Hussein’s efforts to draw Israel into the
war and thereby change the political complexion of the conflict. We devoted much attention and
resources (o this problem, but we couid not have succeeded without a history of trust and cooperation

with the Israelis.

The success of Operations Desert Shield (including the maritime interdiction effort) and Desert
Storm required the creation of an international coalition and multinational military cooperation, not
just with the nations of the Arabian peninsula, but with the United Kingdom, France, Egypt, Turkey
and a host of other nations. These efforts were greatly enhanced by past military cooperation in
NATO, in joint exercises, in US training of members of Allied forces, and in many other ways. The

1-8 ‘ Interim Report



[nterim Report

Persian Guif conflict reminds us of how important it wiil be to build on such efforts in a wortd where
joint international efforts are important both militarily and politicallv.

Finaily, we were fortunate to have more than five months in which to depiov an overwhelming
force. to coliect specific kinds of detailed intelligence, and to put together the complex command
arrangements and communication systems that we needed. Qur carrier presence in the region and
long reach airpower helped to deter Iraq in the earliest days of the crisis. The rapid insertion of tactical
air. airborne units and two Maritime Prepositioning Squadrons. along with their Marine Expedition-
arv Brigades, gave us early combat capability. However. the absence of more significant forward
based forces or large scale prepositioning of Army equipment exposed our forces to potential risk in
the initial phases of our military buildup. In future contingencies, we obviously cannot count on
having so much time. Operation Desert Shield taught us a great deal about preparedness and lift for
future contingencies.

A fifth general lesson that we must take from the Gulf conflict is how long it takes to build a
high-quality military force. A general who is capable of commanding a division in combat is the work
of more than 20 years’ training. To train a senior noncommissioned officer in the Marine Corps to
the high level of performance that we expect today takes 10 to 15 vears.

The precision weapons that evervone watched on television were dropped bv F-111 bombers first
introduced into the force in 1967, The cruise missiles that people watched flv down the streets of
Baghdad were {irst developed in the mid-"70s. The F-117 steaith fighter bomber that fiew so many
missions so successfully — not one of them was ever struck — was developed in the late "70s. About
half of the aircraft carriers we had in the Gulf were over 20 vears oid.

Development and production of major weapons systems today remains a long process. From the
time we make a decision 1o start a new aircraft system until the time it is first fielded in the force
averages roughly 13 years, and double that before most of the planes are fielded.

The work of creating military forces takes a very, very long time.

As the Department of Defense reduces the armed forces over the next five years, two special
challenges confront us, both of which were highlighted by Operation Desert Storm. The first is to
hoid our technological edge out into the future. The second is to be ready for the next Desert Storm
— like contingency that comes along. Just as the high technology systems we used in the Gulf war
reflect conceptions and commitments of 15, 20, or 25 years ago, so the decisions we make today will
affect our forces 15, 20, or 25 years from now. We want our forces of the vear 2015 to have the same
high quality and the same technological edge our forces had in the Persian Gulf.

Our ability to predict events 5, 10, or 15 years out is quite limited. But, whatever occurs, we will
need high-quality forces to deter aggression or, if necessary, to defend our interests. No matter how
hard we wish for peace, there will come a time when a future President will have to send young
Americans into combat somewhere in the world.

To provide that high quality force of the future, we must be smart today. We must keep up our
investment in R&D, personnel and crucial systems. But we must also cut unneeded production,
reduce our active and reserve forces, and close unneeded bases. F-16 aircraft and M1A1 tanks are
superb systems, but we have enough of them. We can better use the money saved by investing in the
systems of the future. Reserve forces are valuabie, but as we cut the active forces we must cut the
Reserves and National Guard units assigned the mission of supporting them. Our declining defense
budgets need to sustain the high levei of training our remaining forces need. And as we cut forces,
we shouid cut base structure. Common sense dictates that smaller forces require fewer bases.
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If we choose wiseiy today, we can do well something America has always done badly before —
we can draw down our military force wisely. We did not do this weil after WW [I. and we found
ourseives unprepared for the Korean war barely five years iater. We did not draw down inteiligently
after Vietnam, and we found ourselves with the hollow forces of the late '70s. We are determined to

avoid repeating these costly errors.

Our future national security and the lives of young Americans of the next decade or bevond depend
on our tearning the proper lessons from the Persian Gulf confiict. It is a task the Department of
Defense takes seriously. Those Americans fost in the Persian Gulf Conflict and their famiiies paid a
heavy price for freedom. If we make the wrong choices now, if we waste defense doilars on force
structure we cannot support, or on more weapons than we need, or on bases we cannot afford, then
the next time young Americans go into combat we may suffer casualties that could have been avoided.

America can be proud of its many roles in the Persian Gulf conflict. There were lessons to be
iearned and probiems to be sure. But overall there was an outstanding victory. We can be proud of
our conviction and international leadership. We can be proud of one of the most remarkabie
deployments in history. We can be proud of our partnership in arms with many nations. We can be
proud of our technology and the wisdom of our leaders at ail levels. But most of all we can be proud
of those dedicated young Americans — soldiers, sailors, airmen and marines — who showed their
skill, their commitment to what we stand for, and their bravery in the way they fought this war.
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“There is a tendency now 10 believe that victory in (the Persian Gulf] war was easy and cheap.
True, that in terms of nationai treasure cxpended or American lives iost, we were fucky. But it wasn't
casy. The sceds of this victory were planted more than 20 years ago in the jungles of Victnam. The
officers who were brigade. division and Corps commanders in this war, commanded platoons,
companies and battations in Vietnam. They stayed the course after Vietnam when the Army was an
institution in anguish, when it was an institution beset with the anarchy of drugs, racial strife, and
utter indiscipline. They remained true to the profession of arms and set out to make things night, to
develop the doctrine, the training methods, the standards of professionalism that evoived into the
outstanding force which vou wiil formaily join tomorrow. In this sense. the Persian Gulf War didnt
last for 42 days, it lasted for 20 years. And it was not easy.

It wasn’t cheap either. One thing that struck me as circulated among various Army units was the
intensity of some of the fighting (in the Persian Gulf]. I'll give you one example.

Afternoon on the 26th of February, Alpha Tro6p of the 4th Squadron of the 7th Cavairy, the most
infamous commander of which is buried over here in the West Point cemetery. VII Corps had wheeled
on line and was about to attack eastward into the hear of the Republican Guard. A terrible shamai

2nd Armored Cav was on the right, the 1st Brigade of 3rd Armored Division on the left. The 4th
Squadron in effect was serving as flank screen for the division’s right, and they had been squeezed
i five kilometer front to three kilometers to one
kilometer. At 1530 hours, scouts detected hot spots through their thermals; the squadron came np
over a low ridge and 3rd platoon, in the lead, saw infantry, then armored personnel carriers, then
tanks. Unwittingly, the unit had stumbled into the main defensive line of the [Iraqi] Tawakalna

Division.

In a space of seconds, all 14 Bradley Fighting Vehicles in the troop were firing. Bradley Number
Alpha 2-4 destroyed a BMP, an Iraqi armored personnel carrier, with a TOW missile and started to
back up for better cover when a T-72 tank round ripped into it.

The unit’s command sergeant major was a fellow named Ronaid Sneed, shon, tough, shaved head,
rolling gait like a sailor on the quarterdeck. From 1966 to 1971,

with a grip like a blacksmith’s and a
Sneed had spent virtuaily all of his time in Vietnam with the 173rd Airborne Brigade and in that time

— including the infamous battle of Hill 875 — he had never faced a more intense 45 minutes than
he was facing now.

Sneed was 150 meters from Alpha 2-4 when he saw it hit. As another Bradley destroyed the T-72
with 2 TOW, Sneed pulled up 1o Alpha 2-4 and started to ciimb down from his track when another
Iraqi tank fired from 600 meters away. The round landed 10 meters short, spraying dirt and shrapnel
against Sneed’s Bradley and blowing him to the ground. As an American M1A1 moved up to shoot
that enemy tank, Sneed climbed into Alpha 2-4. Platoon Sergeant Raymond Egan had a shattered
left leg and the gunner, Sergeant Kenneth Gentry, was barely conscious. Sneed helped get Egan and
Gentry into another Bradley where a medic, Sergeant Tafari Houston, worked on Gentry until he
died and then worked on Egan. The nearest Iraqi infantry was only 50 meters away, and the Amy
scouts were trying to suppress them with 25mm cannon fire. All this time small arms fire was beating
a tattoo off the side of the track, and the green tracers were as thick as mosquitoes, and 120mm mortar
rounds began landing. Red star clusters were bursting overhead and the radio nets were frantic with

pieas for a medic.

Interim Report



Interim Report

Then track Alpha 3-3 was hit. A 5] caliber round stru
tommander in the hip and badly wounding him. Then Alpha 3.6,

of a young lieutenant and ignited some
of his 2Smm ammo, tlemporarily blinding him and causing flash burns.

line was eventually overrun. The (roop got credit for destroying 18 Iragi personnel carriers and 6
T-72 tanks.

this wasn’t cheap. It sure wasn' cheap for Sergeant
r for the other soldiers who were wounded. Ii seems

lo me that, as a nation, we ought not to diminisl the sacrifice of men like this any more than we
shouid glorify the amount of killing that went on in this war. | believe there’s also a danger that we
will assume that this war is a paradigm for the next, that subconsciously we’ll presume all future

wars can be relatively pain free. . . "

Now, conventional wisdom notwilhstanding,
Kutz or Sergeant Gentry, who gave their lives, o

Squadron of the 7th Cavalry. Their skill and valor were duplicated thousands of times during the war
in hundreds of engagements, skirmi
belts under threat of attack by chemicai weapons and pressed their advance into unknown iraqi
defenses. SEAL teams operated in the mine infested waters off Kuwait. F-117 pilots braved the thick,

nightly storm of anti-aircraft fire over Baghdad. Navy, Marine, and Air Force air crews flying ground
Y came in low, under the clouds and the smoke

and often did so. As we examine the conduct of this war, we must not forget the cost of victory bome
by the American service men and women - soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines — who unselfishly
gave of themselves in defense of American interests and ideals.
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TITLE V — REPORT ON THE CONDUCT OF THE PERSIAN GULF
CONFLICT

SEC. 304. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE REPORT ON THE CONDUCT
OF THE PERSIAN GULF CONFLICT

July 1,1991. The report (including the preliminary report) shall be
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Commandcr-in-Chief, United States Central Command.

(1) The military objectives of the multinationaj Coalition.

(2) The military strategy of the multinational Coalition to achieve those military objectives and how the
military strategy contributed to the achievement of those objectives.

(3) The deployment of United States forces and the transportation of supplies to the theater of operations
including assessment of airlift, sealift, afloat Prepositioning ships, and Maritime Prepositioning Squadron ships.

(4) The conduct of military operations.

(6) The employment and performance of United States military equipment, weapons sysiems, and munitions
(including items classified under special access procedures) and an analysis of-

(A) any equipment or capabilities that were in research and development and if available could have been
used in the theater of operations, and
(B) any equipment or capabilities that were available and could have been used but were not introduced
into the theater of operations,
(7) The scope of logistics suppor, including support from other nations, with particuar emphasis on medical
support provided in the theater of operations.

(8) The acquisition policy actions taken to Support the forces in the theater of operations.
(9) The personne! management actions taken to support the forces in the theater of operations.

(10) The role of women in the theater of operations.

(11} The effectiveness of reserve component forces, including a discussion of each of the following matters:

(A) The readiness and activation of such forces.
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(B) The decisionmaking process regarding both activation of reserve component torces and deployment
of those forces to the theater of operations.

(C) The post-activation training received by such forces.

(D) The integration of forces and equipment of reserve component forces.

(E) The use and performance of the reserve component forces in operations in the theater of operations.
(F) The use and performance of such forces at duty stations outside the theater of operations.

(12) The role of the law of armed conflict in the planning and execution of military operations by United
States forces and the other Coalition forces and the effects on operations of Iragi compiiance or noncompliance with
the law of armed conflict, including a discussion regarding each of the following matters:

(A) Taking of hostages. ;
(B) Treatment of civilians in occupied termitory.
(C) Collateral damage and civilian casuaities.
(D) Treatment of prisoners of war.

(F} Use of ruses and acts of perfidy.

(G) War crimes.

(H) Environmental terrorism. ~

(13) The actionstaken by the Coalition forces in anticipation of, and in response to, [raqi acts of environmental

terrorism.

(14) The contributions of United States and Coalition intelligence and counterintelligence systems and
personnel, including contributions regarding bomb damage assessments and particularly including United States

tactical intelligence and related activities (TIARA) programs.

(15) Command, control, communications, and operationai secunty of the Coalition forces as a whole, and
command, control, communications, and operational secunty of the United States forces.

(16) The rules of engagement for the Coalition forces.

(17) The actions taken to reduce the casualties among Coalition forces caused by the fire of such forces.
(18) The role of supporting combatant commands and Defense Agencies of the Department of Defense,
(19) The policies and procedures relating.to the media, including the use of media pools.

(20) The assignment of roles and missions to the United States forces and other Coalition forces and the
performance of these forces in carrying out their assigned roles and missions.

(21) The preparedness, including doctrine and training, of United States forces.
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(22) The acquisition of foreign military technology of the United Statcs or other countries in the multinational
Coalition.

(23) The problems posed by Iraqi possession and use of equipment produced in the United States and other
Coalition nations.

(24) The use of deception by Iraqgi forces and by Coalition forces.

(25) The military criteria used to determine when to progress from one phase of military operations to another
phase of military operations, including transition from air superiority operations to operations focused on degrading
Iraqi forces, transition to large-scale ground offensive operations, and (ransilion to cessation of hostilities.

(26) The effects on the conduct of United States military operations resuiting from the implementation of the
Goldwater-Nichols Depantment of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986.

(c) CASUALTY STATISTICS — The report (and the pfeliminary report. to the extent feasible) shall also contain
the (1) number of military and civilian casualties sustained by Coalition nations, and (2) estimates of such casualties
sustained by irag and by nations not directly participating in the hostiiities in the Persian Gulf area during the Persian

Gulf Conflict.

(d) CLASSIFICATION OF REPORTS — The Secretary of Defense shall submit both the report and the
preliminary report in a classified form and an unclassified form.
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QUESTION 1:

Military objectives of the Coalition.

National Policy Objectives

On the day of the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, 2
August 1990, the United Nations Security Council
(UNSC) condemned the invasion and demanded the
withdrawal of Iraqi forces. During the succeeding
months the UNSC passed 12 additional resolu-
tions as Iraq’s uniawful behavior and occupation
of Kuwait continued, culminating on 29 Novem-
ber with authorization for United Nations mem-
bers to use “all means necessary” to enforce
previous resolutions if Iraq did not leave Kuwait by
15 January 1991. (A summary of UNSC Resolutions

is included as Table 1-1.)

Stating on 5 August “this shall not stand”, President
Bush framed US nationai policy objectives:

® Immediate, complete, and unconditional
withdrawal of all Iraqi forces from Kuwait;

*® Restoration of Kuwait’s legitiinate government;

¢ Security and stability of Saudi Arabia and the
Persian Guif; and

® Safety and protection of the lives of American
citizens abroad.

These objectives remained the Coalition’s compass
throughout Operations Desert Shield and Desent Storm.
The Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff provided implementing guidance to the
Department. The goals thus became the underpinning
for our military objectives and the strategy to achieve

those objectives. .

The initial defensive orientation of the Coalition
changed with the failure of exhaustive efforts by the
international community to convince the Iraqis to with-
draw. After 11 previous UN resolutions produced no
discemnible effect, the UNSC passed Resolution 678
authorizing the use of force, if required, after 15 January
1991, to ensure Iraqi withdrawal from Kuwait. The
resolution specifically authorized UN Member States
“cooperating with the Government of Kuwait.... to use
all necessary means to uphold and implement Security
Council Resolution 660 {the demand for “an immediate
and unconditional withdrawal of forces” from Kuwait)
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and all subsequent relevant resolutions and to restore
international peace and security inthe area.” In January,
the US Congress passed a joint resolfution, the Authori-
zation for Use of Military Force Against Iraq Resolu-
tion, stating that President Bush had the authorization
“touse US Armed Forces pursuantto UNSC Resolution
678(1990) inorderto achieve implementation of Secu-
rity Council resolutions 660, 661, 662, 664, 665, 666,
667, 674, and 678”. The resolution stated that, before
exercising his authority to use force, the President must
make a determination that “(1) the United States has
used all appropriate diplomatic and other peaceful
means to obtain compliance by Iraq with the UNSC
resolutions;and (2)those efforts have notand would not
besuccessful inobtaining such compliance.”

Operation Desert Shield

Military Objectives

During Operation Desert Shield the US military was
directed to establish a defensive capability in theater to
deter Saddam Hussein from continued aggression, to
build and integrate Coalition forces. to enforce sanc-
tions, to defend Saudi Arabia, and to defeat further Iragi

advances, if required.

To support the deterrence mission, an air option was
developed to conduct a strategic air campaign against
Iraq in the event the President and the United Nations
directed the use of force. As early as mid-September, the
Coalition was capable of conducting offensive air oper-
ations against Iraqi forces in Kuwait and targets in Iraq
itself. The military objectives of such an air operation
would be to hait an attack or force Iraq to desist from

other wrongful conduct.

Operation Desert Storm
Military Objectives

Based on Secretary of Defense guidance, the military
objectives for Operation Desert Storm were:

® Neutralization of the Iraqi national command
authority’s ability to direct military operations;

® Ejection of Iraqi forces from Kuwait and
destruction of Iraq’s offensive threat to the
region, including the Republican Guard in the
Kuwait Theater of Operations;

® Destruction of known nuclear, biological, and
chemical weapons production and delivery
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capabilities.toinciude Iraq’s known ballistic
missile program; and

® Assistance in the restoration of the legitimate
government of Kuwait.

Keeping Israel out of the war with Iraq was not an
explicitly stated military objective of either the United
States or the Coalition. Nevertheless, Israei’s decision
to remain a noncombatant contributed (o the cohesive-
ness of the Coalition and to the ability of US and
Coalition forces to prosecute the war. Israeli retaliation

could have diverted international attention away from
Saddam Hussein's aggression and made it more difficuit
for the President to build and sustain support in the
United Nations and among the Arab nations of the
Coalition. It would almost centainiv have fed to Jordan’s
invoivement in the war, a development that wouid have
had disastrous consequences for Jordan and for King
Hussein, but alse would have been damaging to US
interests in the region and to regional perceptions of the
Coalition. A more complete discussion of this issue is
contained in the response to Question 2.

EMERGING OBSERVATIONS

Some Accomplishments

— Clearly articulated political objectives helped
define the military mission, focus domestic
debate and win intemational and domestic

suppont.

1.2

— Military objectives were clear, attainable, and
achieved.
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Table 1-1

UNITED NATIONS SECURITY COUNCIL RESOLUTIONS

DATE NUMBER SUMMARY

2 Aug 90 560 Condemned mvasion. Demanded withdrawal,
Adopled 14.0-1, Yemen absiaining,

5 Aug 90 661 Imposed a trade and financial embargo. Established speciat sanctions
committes. Called on UN members ta protect Kuwar assets.
Adopted 13-0-2, Cuba and Yemen abstaining.

9 Aug 90 662 Declared Iraq's annexation of Kuwart null ang vard,
Adopted unanimously.

18 Aug 90 664 Oemanded immediate release of foregners from Kuwan and Irag.
Insisted Iraq rescind its orger closing missions in Kuwart.
Adopted unanimousty.

r

25 Aug 90 665 Called on UN members cooperating with Kuwai to enforce sanctions
By inspecting and verrfying cargoes and destnanons,
Adopted 13-0-2, Cuba and Yemen abstaining.

13 Sep 90 666 Reaflirmed iraq was responsible for satety of foreign natonals.
Spectfied quidelines for delivery of food and meaical supplies.
Adopted 13-2, Cuba and Yemen against,

16 Sep 90 667 Condemned Iragi aggression agamst diplomats. Demanded immediate

release of foreign nationais.
Adopted unanimously.

669 Emphasized only speciat sanctions comrmittee could authorize frod and
aid shipments to frag or Kuwait.
Adopted unanimously.

24 Sep 90

25 Sep 90 670 Expanded embargo 10 include ar traffic. Called on UN members to
detain Iraqi ships used 1o break the embargo.
Adopted 14-1, Cuba against.

29 Oct 90 674 Demanded Iraq stop mistreating Kuwaitis ang foreign nationals.
Reminded Iraq it is liable for damages.
Adopted 13-0-2, Cuba and Yemen abstainng.

28 Nov 90 677 Condemned Iraq’s attempts to change Kuwait's demographic
composition and Irag’s destruction of Kuwarm civil recorgs.

Adapted unanimously.

29 Nov 90 878 Authorized UN members 1o usa “all means necessary” to enforce
previous rasolutions, if Iraq does not leave Kuwart by 15 January 1991,
Adopted 12-2-1, Cuba and Yemen agamst. China abstaining.

6588 Demanded Iraq cease hastite action. return all POWSs and detainees,
rescind annexation, accept liability, return Kuwani property, and

disclose mine iocations.
Adopted 11-1-3, Cuba against, Yemen, China. and India abstaining.

2 Mar 91

Interim Report



QUESTION 2:

Military strategy of Coalition and how that Strategy
contributed to achievement of objectives.



QUESTION 2:

Military strategy of the Coalition and how
that strategy contributed to achievement of
objectives.

Following its successful 2 August invasion of Ku-
wait, Iraq moved armed forces south to the Kuwaiti-
Saudi border. By 6 August, Iraq had six divisions in
Kuwait, many more relatively close at hand, and the
option of attacking south into Saudi Arabia. The Saudis
had few defensive forces in place. A successful Iraqi
attack could have led rapidly to the occupation of Saudi
Arabia’s most significant oil producing regions and the
primary ports through which United States and Coalj-
tion forces wouid otherwise enter.

President Bush determined that the seizure of Kuwait
and the potential Iraqi domination of Saudi Arabia
through intimidation or invasion presented a significant
threat to US national interests requiring a decisive re-
sponse. He sent Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney to
Saudi Arabia to confer with King Fahd about a possible

military response.

On 6 August, Secretary Cheney and Generai H. Nor-
man Schwarzkopf (Commander-in-Chief, US Central
Command-CINCCENT) met with King Fahd in
Riyadh. Secretary Cheney described to King Fahd the
willingness of the United States to provide substantial
forces to assist in the defense of Saudi Arabia, making
clear that the US would leave Saudi Arabia when the job
was done. King Fahd invited the United States 1o send

forces.

President Bush promptly issued instructions for US
forces to deploy to Saudi Arabia. The US Central Com-
mand (CENTCOM) Phase | deployments began on 7

August.

Secretary Cheney and CINCCENT were able to re-
spond quickly to President Bush’s request for the strat-
egy and forces necessary 1o defend Saudi Arabia. The
Defense Planning Guidance, developed in the fall of
1989 and issued by the Secretary of Defense in January
1990, called for increased focus on the defense of the
Arabian Peninsula against non-Soviet, regional threats
(as opposed to the more traditional or predominant
concern with rebuffing a Soviet attack through Iran).
The development of the new defense strategy an-
nounced by President Bush 2 August had continued that
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advance of policy and strategy. In addition. the iong
standing US regional presence and program planning
for Southwest Asia contingencics had provided an im-
portant baseline of experience and capabilities.

Within that new policy framework, and based on the
threat scenario developed by the Defense Intelligence
Agency and the CENTCOM Directorate for Intelli-
gence. in the spring of 1990, CINCCENT was in the
process of reviewing pians for the defense of Saudi
Arabia, and had submitted a general Concept Outline
Plan in accordance with the Joint Strategic Capabilities
Plan to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff for
approval. The Concept Qutline Plan described both the
overall forces levels and the strategy needed for a suc-
cessful defense. This plan was being reviewed in July
1990. When the decision was made to deploy forces in
respanse to King Fahd's invitation. this plan was se-
lected as the best available option, and gave CENTCOM
a framework on which 1o build specific deployment

plans.

In conjunction with the update of his plans,
CINCCENT conducted a major exercise, Internal Look
90, in July. This exercise included wargaming a second
draft of the operational plan, 1002-90, which was based
on the Concept Outline Plan. This plan did not yet have
specific deployment data, but the overall concept had

been tested.

Additional key factors aiding the deployment were
past US experience in the region (see Question 21) and
Saudi Arabia’s well-developed coastal infrastructure
supporting a military deployment. Much of this infra-
structure was itself a legacy of past defense planning and
bilateral defense cooperation between the United States

and Saudi Arabia.

With this background, the Department of Defense
began its deployments and refined its strategies for the
various phases of the confrontation to come.

Operation Desert Shield
Deterrent and Defensive Strategies

The overall strategy for Operation Desert Shield was
based upon rapidly deploying and employing forces to
deter attack and, if necessary, to support the Saudis in
defending key facilities. Combined Saudi and US mili-
tary objectives during Operation Desert Shield were to
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establish a defensive capability in theater to respond to
further Iraqi thrusts and deter Saddam from continued
aggression. Precise military strategies to accomplish
those ends shifted as Coalition forces in piace grew to
levels adequate for a robust regional defense.

Initially the mission of US and Coalition forces
was to deploy to the area of operations to deter further
Iragi aggression and defend Saudi Arabian territory
against an Iraqi attack should it occur. In order to deter
the Iraqis, Coalition forces were to confront Iraq with
the prospect-of unacceptable costs for continued
aggression. Major force deployments of US, Saudi
Arabian, and other friendly nations would contribute
to deterrence by demonstrating international solidarity.

CINCCENT s strategy to defend Saudi Arabia in the
earliest weeks of Operation Desert Shield reflected the
limited forces he could first deploy to the theater. The
mission of these forces was to defend Saudi Arabia and
other friendly regional states and to deter further Iraqi
aggression.

If the Iragis had invaded Saudi Arabia in the early
weeks of the crisis, the Coalition strategy would have
emphasized ground defensive operations combined
with strategic aerial offensive operations against Iraq.
The intent of defensive operations would have been to
impose the maximum delay and disruption of their
advance, to inflict the maximum number of casualties
on their forces, to permit continued improvement of
friendly defensive capabilities, and force the Iragis to
abandon their offensive operations. Strategic air opera-
tions against key Iraqi air offensive and defensive mili-
tary capabilities, C’I, and military supporting
infrastructure assets would have been conducted to de-
grade Iraq’s military capability and isolate the Saddam

Hussein regime.

In order to ensure that the greatest amount of combat
power possible arrived during the crucial early days of
the crisis, the decision was made to defer deployment of
logistics forces and to deploy combat forces first. Be-
cause carrier battle group and amphibious forces are
regularly deployed to key regions, sustainable Navy
carrier and shipboard assets were quickly available. The
US Army’s 82d Airbomne Division Ready Brigade and
two squadrons of Air Force air superiority fighters from
the Tactical Air Command began to arrive on 8 August.
Additional forces soon followed, including other Army
forces, and Air Force and Navy combat aircraft capable
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of conducting the full range of missions. {from strategic
attack through close air support. The 7th Marine Expe-
ditionary Brigade (MEB) began to arrive in Saudi Ara-
bia on 14 August. With the arrival of Maritime
Prepositioning Squadron-2 on 15 August containing the
equipment for the 7th MEB, a mechanized Marine Air
Ground Task Force of 16,800 Marines was in place with
supplies to sustain 30 days of combat. Additional naval
forces were soon deployed to underscore US resoive and
to enforce economic sanctions ordered by the President
and the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) Res-
olutions 661 and 665.

CINCCENT's strategy was to deter [raq with the

. knowledge that US forces would immediately be en-

¥ gaged if Iraq continued its advance down the peninsula.

The Coalition also sought to deceive Iraq by concealing
the weakness of its forces.

On 8 August Saddam announced that Iraq had an-
nexed Kuwait. He also moved another 50,000 forces

toward the Saudi border.
Sanctions and Deployment

Throughout the month of August the Coalition con-
tinued to form. Partly in response to Saddam’s continued
defiance, the Arab league voted on 10 August to send
forces to Saudi Arabia. The first contingent of Egyptian
troops arrived 11 August. As military contingents from
members of the Coalition began to armive, the range of
options broadened.

On 25 August, UNSC Resolution 665 approved the
usc of force to enforce trade sanctions against Iraq. Soon
after, US and allied naval forces in the Persian Guif and
Red Sea began to enforce economic sanctions and en-
sured the continued flow of logistics.

As US and Coalition forces continued to arrive
in theater, Saddam did not advance down the Arabian
Peninsula. However, Saddam remained in Kuwait and
would not release the hostages he had taken there,
nor would he release the citizens of other countries~
including the US~held against their will in Kuwait and
Iraq. This was in contravention of both the President’s
objectives and UNSC Resoiution 664. Additionally,
reports of atrocities and looting by Iraqi soldiers and
security forces continued to emerge from occupied
Kuwait.
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The Coalition mantime interception force and air
forces tightened the economic sanctions imposed by the
United Nations through a naval embargo authorized by
UNSC Resolution 665 and an air embargo authorized
by UNSC Resolution 670. While the air embargo was
not a key factor until hostilities commenced on 17
January 1991, the maritime interception operations
played a major role beginning in August 19%0. Hundreds
of ships were boarded and many diverted for carrying
prohibited cargo. Other ships were deterred from on-
loading Iraqi oil and other prohibited products. Turkey
and Saudi Arabia prohibited use of Iragi oil pipelines
traversing their territory. While the full impact of these
sanctions is the subject of speculation, they cut off
virtually all Iraqi oil revenues, severely restricted other
trade, and began to deprive Iraq of some critical mate-
rials required for sustainment of military operations.
However, Saddam remained unwilling to comply with
the requirements specified by the UNSC resolutions
calling for Iraqi withdrawal from Kuwait.

As additional US and Coalition ground combat forces
began to arrive in theater, the strategy shifted from the
early reliance on airpower to a combined arms approach
that employed the full panopiy of available military
power. However, the early development of a contin-
gency air option (described briefly in response to Ques-
tion 1) served as the basis for the robust theater
campaign plan that was to follow. :

Operation Desert Storm
Planning for Offensive Operations

Even as Operation Desert Shield deployments and sanc-
tions enforcement continued, the Coalition began to plan for
the possibility that air, land, and sea offensive operations
would be needed to eject Iraq from Kuwait Coalition
strength steadily increased, both in terms of material assets
and in terms of resolve. The key theater military objectives
as stated in Operations Order (OPORD) 91-001, dated 17
January 1991 were: attack lraql political- mduary Ieadcrsh:p
and command and control; gain and maintain air superiority;
sever Iraqi supply lines; destroy known chemical, biological
and nuclear production, storage, and delivery capabilities;
destroy Republican Guard forces in the KTO; and liberate
Kuwait City.

In order to achieve these goals, additional forces were

required. Most of these came from the US, although
Coalition partners made critical contributions. Given the
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uncertainties of war, it was decided at the end of October
that it would be prudent to increase the forces available
in theater to ensure successful execution of the strategy
with minimal casualties against a formidable opponent.
The roughly doubling of forces would also send a further
signal of Coalition resolve to Saddam Hussein, bolster-
ing anv chances that he might withdraw peacefully.

Strength Against Weakness

The overail offensive strategy was designed accord-
ing to tested principles of applying strength against the
enemy’s weakness, while preventing him from doing the
same to Coalition forces. Although reliant upon a cross-
culturai Coalition which early on was outnumbered,
operating in an alien environment seemingly more fa-
miliar to the opponent. uncertain about Saddam’s intent
to use weapons of mass destruction, and operating
across an enormous area and with extended lines of
communication, the Coalition nevertheless enjoyed a
number of advantages. Among these advantages were:

® The high quality of Coalition air, ground, and
naval forces:

— Superior personnel and training; and
— Technological advantages in weaponry;

®* The prospect of early and effective air
superiority;

® A superior ability to acquire intelligence
throughout the theater, including unimpeded
access to space;

® Widespread international support; and

® The high caliber of Coalition political and
military leadership.

In order to apply these advantages in the most
effective way, Coalition pianners sought a thorough
understanding of the forces arrayed against them.

The Iraqi Threat

Irag emerged from the eight-year war with Iran with
battle-tested armed forces of over one million men. That
war, Saddam’s territorial ambitions, and his determina-
tion to be the dominant regional power had driven him
to invest heavily in his military. The Iraqi army had
shown itself capable of conducting effective operations
even after sustaining heavy casualties, and the Iraqi
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leadership prociaimed its willingness to accept more.
The Iragi army had evolved from a foy r-corps defensive
force to an eight-corps force capable of conducting
coordinated multi-corps offensive thrusts more than 100
kilometers into Iran. It had modified its defensive strat-
egy to include an offensive combined arms strategy,
supported by massive artillery fire (including chemical
weapons) and airpower (both army and air force). The
Iraqi inventory included capable T-72 tanks and state-
of-the-art French, Austrian and South African anillery.
While its Air Force was not one of Irag’s strengths, Iraq
had obtained late-generation Soviet and French fighter
aircraft, including the MiG-29 Fulcrum, Su-24 Fencer
and the versatile, muiti-role Mirage F-1. Iraqi pilots had
conducted air strikes on Iranian facilities at a range of
1,000 kilometers through the use of extensive aerial
refueling. Finally, the Iragis had demonstrated their
capability to employ chemical weapons, and were be-
lieved to have a limited capability to use chemical or
perhaps even biological weapons on their Scud missile
fleet. It was the most powerful military force in the
Persian Gulf region. In the Middle East, only Israel
possessed a more capable force.

Iraq had also developed a sophisticated system of
both air and ground defenses that threatened to make a
frontal assault costly. Many believed the Iraqi army to
be among the best in the world at defensive warfare. The
air defense system was modern and redundant, It fea-
lured a multi-layered, automatic data linked detection
and command and control system. It integrated over 700
non-shoulder launched surface to air missile (SAM)
launchers and 6,000 antiaircraft artillery (AAA) (23mm
and larger) pieces with an air force of 550 combat
aircraft, including capable MiG-29 and Mirage F-1

fighters.

Iraq also placed significant emphasis on developing
a secure, redundant communications system. This mul-
tilayered system included many built-in backups. If one
layer were disrupted, other layers wouid theoretically
take up the slack. In addition to a “civil” telephone
system which carried more than haif of the military’s
telecommunications, there was a microwave system,
and a high-capacity fiber optics network. Much of this
system was buried or dispersed.

By October Saddam had over 300,000 troops on the
ground in Kuwait, dug in and arrayed in mutually sup-
porting defenses in depth; this number would continue
to grow and was believed to have reached over 500,000

v

by January 1991. At least two defensive belts inter-
spersed with formidable triangular fontifications had
been established along the Saudi border with Kuwait.
Minefields and oil filled fire trenches were coordinated
with interiocking fields of fire from tanks, artillery, and
machine gun positions. Strong, mobile, heavily armored
counterattack forces composed of the best elements of
the Iragi army-including elements of the Repubiican
Guard-stood poised to strike at Coalition penetrations
of the initial lines of defense. Equally strong positions
were constructed along the sea coast, incorporating
naval and land mines. Iraqi troops also fortified high rise
apartment buildings fronting on the Gulf-tuming them
in effect into multi-tiered fortresses.

Iragi forces had further constructed an impressive
system of roads, buried communications lines and sup-
ply depots. This infrastructure did much to multiply the
combat power of an aiready powerful defensive force.
It allowed reinforcements and supplies to move over
muitiple routes to any point on the battlefield. These
roads, many of which were multi-lane, were so numer-
ous thatit was not feasible to destroy all of them. Buried
telephone lines and fiber optic cables for command and
control purposes were difficuit to attack. Stocks of sup-
plies in Kuwait or just north of the Iraq-Kuwait border
were estimated to be sufficient to last through a month-
or more—of combat without replenishment, and many of
these stocks had been dispersed to make targeting and
destruction more difficull.

Enemy Vulnerabilities

Despite Irag’s numerical strength, DOD knew
Saddam’s forces had vulnerabilities:

® The rigid top-down nature of the command and
control system and the inability of Iraqi forces
10 operale in autonomous modes;

® An air defense system that couid be surprised by
stealth and overwhelmed by massive lethal and
electronic warfare air attacks;

® Ground forces and logistics vulnerable to air
attack in desert conditions;

¢ A generally defensive approach to battle;

® Inexperience at sustaining offensive forces over
great distances;

¢ Despite pre-stockage, an overextended and
cumbersome logistics system;
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Faulty undersianding of the full operational
capabilities of Coalition forces;

Inability to interfere with US space-based assets;

® Limited air offensive capability; and

L ]

Ineffective foreign intelligence.
Centers of Vulnerability

In addition to these weaknesses, the Coalition had
identified Iraq’s centers of gravity. These decisive
sources of power also constituted crucial vulnerabilities.
First was the command and control and leadership of the
Saddam Hussein regime. If rendered unable to com-
mand and centrol their military forces, or to maintain a
firm grip on their internal population control mecha-
nisms, they might be compelled to comply with Coali-
tion demands. Second, degrading Iraq’s weapons of
mass destruction capability would remove 2 major part
of the threat to regional states. This meant degrading the
known Iragi nuclear, chemical and biological warfare
production facilities along with various means of deliv-
ery—ballistic missiles and long-range aircraft. Finally,
the third of Iraq’s centers of gravity were the various
elem~nts of the Republican Guards. If the combat po-
tential of those Republican Guard forces iocated in Iraq
just north of the Kuwaiti border were eliminated, Iraq
would be unable to continue its occupation. Eliminating
the Guard in the KTO as a combat force would dramat-
ically reduce Iraq’s ability to conduct a coordinated
defense during Operation Desert Storm or to pose an
offensive threat to the region later.

Saddam’s Military Dilemma

Compared to the early days of Operation Desert
Shield the military environment had improved in the
Coalition's favor by October, and this trend continued.
While Saddam still held political cards—such as release
of hostages, terrorism or other efforts to split the Coali-
tion, or even a withdrawal or partial withdrawal from
Kuwait-his military position had greatly weakened and
his military options had narrowed. Saddam increasingly
was presented with a strategic dilemma despite the
significant capabilities of his forces

® To the east were three aircraft carrier battle
groups with 180 combat aircraft, a large
amphibious task force, and a variety of other
naval forces. Also to the east was Iran, with
whom Iraq hurriedly made peace at the
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beginning of the crisis. While Iran was not an
active participant, its mere presence on Irag’s
flank and their uncertain state of relations
limited Iraq’s options.

® To the west lay unfriendly regional states-with
the exception of Jordan, whose capabilities were
limited and who offered Iraq little real support,
despite reports of the transshipment of some
800ds across the Jordanian border.

*® To the north was Turkey and its military forces,
as well as more than 100 US Air Force combat
and support aircraft from US European
Command and three squadrons of aireraft from
other NATO members of the Coalition.

® Inthe Red Sea were three more aircraft carrier
battle groups with approximately 180 combat
aircraft and other Coalition navai forces.

® To the south, inside Saudi Arabia, were the bulk
of Coalition air and ground forces. There were
the equivalent of more than seven Army
divisions, more than two Marine Corps
divisions, and the equivalent of more than 20
US fighter wings throughout the theiter
(including more than 600 combat aircraft from
11 allied countries). Additionaily, there were
combat assets located in other regional Coalition
countries. In all there were more than 541,000
US military personnel, plus their equipment,
arrayed against Saddam’s forces.

® There was a network of sensors and aircraft that
could map, and examine or threaten every
square vard of exposed Iraqi territory, and its
occupation army in Kuwait,

¢ Outside the CENTCOM Area of Responsibility
were over 60 Air Force B-52 bombers that were
able to carry out punishing attacks on Iraqi
military targets. Beyond this were the bulk of
the forces of non-regional Coaltion nations.

Saddam’s Strategy

We have only limited insight into Saddam’s strategy.
Many attempts 1o guess at his thinking during the course
of the crisis proved mistaken. Nonetheless, the main
outlines of Saddam’s thinking would seem to have been
as follows: First, he sought to prevent the formation of
the Coalition and the introduction of significant US
forces into Saudi Arabia, and later, he sought to split the
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Coalition. He sought 10 accomplish these goals by stir-
ring resentment of Kuwait as unworthy of support and
by asserting historical rights, by calling on Arab unity,
by appealing to supposedly radical Arab populations o
undercut moderate Arab govemments, by outiasting the
embargo, by threatening a costly war of attrition, and by
involving Israel in the crisis. These was much specuia-
tion during the crisis that Saddam would eventually
buckle to pressure and choose to withdraw from south-
ern Kuwait and Kuwait City, while retaining two strate-
gic islands and the valuable northern Kuwaitj ojl fields.
In the end, he chose 1o risk combat.

Theater Campaign Plan

The Operation Desert Storm theater campaign plan ;

called for four phases: phase I, a strategic air campaign;
phase II, a short but intense effort to establish air supe-
riority in the Kuwait Theater of Operations (KTO);
phase Il1. attacks on the Republican Guard and other
lraqi army forces in the KTO; and, finally, phase 1V, a
ground offensive supported by air and naval forces. The
Coalition sought to cut off and destroy Irag’s army of
occupation in Kuwait and, in addition, to destroy lIraqi
ability to threaten further regional peace and stability,
The military actions to accomplish this wouid weaken
significantly the Saddam Hussein regime by bombing
carefully selected targets whose destruction wouid col-
lapse vital military capabilities and military-related in-
dustrial systems, but leave most of the basic economic
infrastructure of the country intact. Unless Iraq capitu-
lated, these air attacks would be followed at the appro-
priate time by land and sea operations to eject Iraqi
forces from Kuwait.

The employment strategy envisioned opening the
war with a focused, intense air campaign. If Saddam
Hussein counterattacked he would be met by massive
Coalition air forces and ground forces whose primary
planned mission was to defeat any Iraqi attack. Mean-
while, the air campaign would continue attacks into
Iraq’s heantiand and against Iraqi forces in the field.

Air Campaign Plan

The air campaign was developed to attack critical
Iraqi centers of gravity—the heart of what allowed Iraq
to maintain its occupation of Kuwait. The strategy
was designed to paralyze the Iraqi leadership’s ability
to command and control the operations of its forces
both offensively and defensively, to destroy Iraqi ca-
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pability to threaten the security and stability of the
region.torenderlraqiforcesinthe KTQineffective,and
to minimize the loss of life. The air campaign was
designed to be executed in three phases. Once the air
campaign had brought the ratios of combat powertoa
pointwhere they favored the Coalition, and if the Iraqis
had not yet complied with United Nations demands,
multinational ground forces supported by Coalition air
forces.wouldconduclacoordinarcdauacktoejcctlraqi
forces occupying Kuwait and to reduce those forces
supportingthem.

The plan was based upon achi